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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,3,6-9,11,12,15-17,19,22-25,27,28,31,32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Raynham et al. (USPN 5774647A) in view of Dearth 
et al. (USPN 55881 12A) in view of Labatte et al. (USPN 6125392A) in further view of 
Larson et al. (USPN 6601183B1). As per claims 1 and 17, Raynham et al. discloses 
analyzing said memory error, determining a memory module in which said error 
occurred and creating a log; and storing said log in said non-volatile memory section of 
said memory module in column 10, lines 4-18 and the abstract. Raynham et al. 
discloses a BIOS in column 7, lines 55-60. 

Raynham et al. fails to explicitly state wherein the log includes information 
identifying the cause of said error. Raynham et al. discloses that the errors are logged 
according to correctable and non-correctable errors. 

Dearth et al. discloses this limitation in column 15, lines 9-19. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the log include information identifying the cause of 
said error. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have the 
log include information identifying the cause of said error because identifying the cause 
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of the error allows a user to determine during which operation performed by the memory 
the error occurred. 

Raynham et al. and Dearth et al. fail to explicitly state wherein one or more BIOS 
routines are operable to perform the steps of creating a log and storing said log. 

Labatte et al. discloses this limitation in column 1, lines 13-18. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have one or more BIOS routines be operable to perform 
the steps of creating a log and storing said log. A person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to have one or more BIOS routines be operable to perform the 
steps of creating a log and storing said log because the BIOS controls the initial 
operations before the operating system is initiated and detects errors during 
initialization, see Fish et al. (20020073353A1) page 2, paragraph 0020. 

Raynham et al., Dearth et al., and Labatte et al. fail to explicitly state detecting a 
memory error with means operable to generate an exception within said central 
processing unit wherein said central processing unit has an assigned exception vector. 

Larson et al. discloses this limitation in column 2, line 61 - column 3, line 6. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have detecting a memory error with means operable to 
generate an exception within said central processing unit wherein said central 
processing unit has an assigned exception vector. A person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to have detecting a memory error with means operable to 
generate an exception within said central processing unit wherein said central 
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processing unit has an assigned exception vector because generating an exception in 
response to a memory is a way of handling memory errors detected in a computer 
system. 

3. As per claims 3 and 19, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said memory error is 
detected during normal operation in the abstract. 

4. As per claims 6,15,22,31, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said log comprises 
information about the date and time when said error occurred in the abstract. 

5. As per claims 7 and 23, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said log comprises 
information about the system identification in column 7, lines 62-67. 

6. As per claims 8 and 24, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said log is stored in a 
cyclical manner in column 10, lines 19-38. 

7. As per claims 9 and 25, Raynham et al. discloses a central processing unit; a 
memory system coupled with said central processing unit comprising a plurality of 
memory module slots for receiving of memory modules, said memory module 
comprising a random access memory section and a non-volatile memory section; 
means for generating a log about said error; and means for storing said log in said non- 
volatile memory section of a memory module in Figure 2, abstract, in column 10, lines 4- 
18. Raynham et al. discloses a BIOS in column 7, lines 55-60. 

Raynham et al. fails to explicitly state wherein the log includes information 
identifying the cause of said error. Raynham et al. discloses that the errors are logged 
according to correctable and non-correctable errors. 

Dearth et al. discloses this limitation in column 15, lines 9-19. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the log include information identifying the cause of 
said error. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have the 
log include information identifying the cause of said error because identifying the cause 
of the error allows a user to determine during which operation performed by the memory 
the error occurred. 

Raynham et al. and Dearth et al. fail to explicitly state wherein BIOS routines are 
operable to perform the steps of creating a log and storing said log. 

Labatte et al. discloses this limitation in column 1, lines 13-18. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have BIOS routines be operable to perform the steps of 
creating a log and storing said log. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have BIOS routines be operable to perform the steps of creating a log and 
storing said log because the BIOS controls the initial operations before the operating 
system is initiated and detects errors during initialization, see Fish et al. 
(20020073353A1) page 2, paragraph 0020. 

Raynham et al., Dearth et al., and Labatte et al. fail to explicitly state means for 
detecting an error in said memory system wherein said means for detecting an error 
generate an exception within said central processing unit wherein said central 
processing unit has an assigned exception vector. 

Larson et al. discloses this limitation in column 2, line 61 - column 3, line 6. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have means for detecting an error in said memory 
system wherein said means for detecting an error generate an exception within said 
central processing unit wherein said central processing unit has an assigned exception 
vector. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have means 
for detecting an error in said memory system wherein said means for detecting an error 
generate an exception within said central processing unit wherein said central 
processing unit has an assigned exception vector because generating an exception in 
response to a memory is a way of handling memory errors detected in a computer 
system. 

8. As per claims 1 1 and 27, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said non-volatile 
memory is divided in a plurality of sub sections each sub section storing one log in 
column 10, lines 19-31. 

9. As per claims 12 and 28, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said sub sections are 
written in a cyclical manner in column 10, lines 19-31. 

10. As per claims 16 and 32, Raynham et al. discloses wherein said log comprises 
information about the system identification in column 7, lines 62-67. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. Claims 2,5,14,18,21,30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raynham et al. in view of Dearth et al. in view of Labatte et al. in 
further view of Brisse et al. (WO 99/05599). As per claims 2 and 18, Raynham et al., 
Dearth et al., and Labatte et al. fail to explicitly state wherein said memory error is 
detected during a diagnostic test. 

Brisse et al. discloses this limitation on pages 8 and 9, In another embodiment of 
the invention, memory errors may be detected during manufacture. ..This embodiment 
may be utilized in manufacturing test images and systems undergoing hot room testing.' 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have said memory error is detected during a diagnostic 
test. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have said 
memory error is detected during a diagnostic test because memory errors occur during 
test and are logged to indicate which memory locations have erred. 

13. As per claims 5,14,21,30, Raynham et al., Dearth et al., and Labatte et al. fail to 
explicitly state wherein said log comprises information about the location of the memory 
module. 

14. Brisse et al. discloses this limitation on page 7, "Once the actual slot number of 
the interface slot with the error is determined, then the process continues to step 310 in 
which the actual slot number is stored in the Windows NT™ system registry." 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have said log comprises information about the location 
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of the memory module. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to have said log comprises information about the location of the memory module 
because the slot id which indicates the location of the memory module within the system 
is used to determine the memory module with the error. Brisse et al. discloses this on 
page 7, "As is known in the art, the system registry is a system database maintained by 
the operating system to store data such as, for example... information relating to 
installed hardware and software devices. In preferred embodiments, the driver 2 
increments an error count in the system registry. Upon detection of an error, the driver 2 
preferably reports such error and count to the well known Windows NT™ System Event 
Log..." 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,3,6-9,11,12,15-17,19,22- 
25,27,28,31,32 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. In view of the amendments made to the claims, a reference has been found 
to reject the newly added limitation to the independent claims. Please see the above 
rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yolanda L. Wilson whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3653. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. i A v 



Yolwiaa L Wilson 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 21 13 




